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or by the courts, In re Sturoc, 48 N. H. 432; Ex parte Foster, supra. How- 
ever tie courts may regulate the admission of persons, and the character of 
the proceedings within their own bar ; the court may therefore refuse admis- 
sion to newspaper reporters while a trial is pending. U. S. v. Holmes, 1 Wall. 
Jr. 1; State y. Galloway, 5 Cold. 326, 98 Am. Dec. 404. 

Criminal Law — Burglary— Sufficient Breaking. — A statute made 
either breaking or entering the house of another with intent to commit a 
felony therein, burglary. Defendant, as it was alleged, broke two slats on 
the outside of a window and about six inches from it, and then removed the 
tacks and the putty which held a pane of glass in the window sash, but had 
not removed the glass or made an opening before he was driven away. Held, 
that it did not constitute a sufficient breaking for burglary. Winter v. State, 
(1903), — Ark. — , 71 S. E. Rep. 944. 

A breaking necessary to constitute burglary must be some physical act of 
force however slight, by which the obstruction to entrance is removed. Metz 
V. State, 46 Neb. 547, 65 N. W. 190. Breaking open the shutters of a window, 
the sash and glass not being broken, does not constitute burglary. State y. 
McCall, 4 Ala. 643, 39 Am. Dec. 314. The removal of a window screen fasten- 
ed with nails is a breaking where the window is open. Sims v. State, 136 
Ind. 358, 36 N. E. 278. One who abstracts corn from a crib by thrusting his 
arms through an opening between the chinks is not guilty of burglary. Miller 
V. State, 77 Ala. 41. But one who bores a hole through the floor of a corn 
crib from the outside to let shelled corn run through it, is guilty. Walker v. 
State, 63 Ala. 49, 35 Am. Rep. 1. Where a building rests on the ground and 
is without a floor an entrance effected by digging under the wall is a suffi- 
cient breaking. Pressley v. State, 111 Ala. 34, 20 So. 647. Where the only 
covering to an open space in the dwelling house was a cloak hung upon two 
nails at the top and loose at the bottom and it was removed from one of the 
nails the court refused to pass upon the sufficiency of breaking as the judg- 
ment was reversed upon a question of evidence. Hunter v. Commonwealth, 
7 Grat. 641, 56 Am. Dec. 121. 

Criminal Law — Embbzzlbmbnt — Agency to Boy or Sale. — One 
Hardwick telegraphed to the defendant : "Buy me one thousand bbls July 
pork. Will have Exchange National Bank wire you the money." The 
defendant answered the telegram on the same day by letter as follows: "We 
have your telegram to buy one thousand bbls. Chicago July pork and on 
receipt of telegram from bank we executed your order for same as per enclosed 

contract " The contract mentioned as enclosed is as follows : 

"Yon have this day bought from us at regular commission, less than the price 
named in the Memo., one thousand (1000) barrels Chicago pork at |16.05 per 
bbl., for delivery in July. Margin deposited with us, $1,000. Notice . . . 
We hereby agree to receive all property sold through us, and to deliver all 
property bought from us or through us at maturity of contract, and we will 
not accept business under any other condition, and the trades above recorded 

are made with this understanding " The defendant sold the 

pork at an advance in pursuance of Hardwick's order, who then demanded 
the money, and the defendant absconded, but was arrested and tried for 
embezzlement. Held, that he was not guilty. State v. Brown (1903), — Mo. 
— , 71 S. W. Rep. 1031. 

The court bases its holding upon the terms of the contract the defendant 
sent to Hardwick, saying : "As to the acceptance of the contract and con- 
senting to it on the part of Hardwick, the disclosure in this record settles that 
beyond all dispute. Hardwick admits the receipt of the contract. It was 



